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AMERICAN ARBITRATION ASSOCIATION 
COMMERCIAL ARBITRATION TRIBUNAL 

In the Matter of Asn Between .-- 

“ - -  

AWARD OF ARBITRATOR 

1. THE UNDERSIGNED ARBITRATOR, having been designated in acccrdance with the 
Arbiition Agreement entered into by the above-named Patios, and having been duly sworn. 
and having duly heard the pmofs and allegations of the Parties, AWARD 85 follows: 

1. The Claimant 
from the Respondent’ 

is entitled to the sum of $450.00 without interest 

2: 

3. 

The fees and expenses of the American Arbitration Associatton totaling $500.00 shall 
be borne by the Respondent, ’ ,_ ~,. ,..,...,,, ,., ,,, ,,,. ,‘~ .-:Y’-“- ..‘..,. JL..,..e- i 

Tnerefore. Respondent, ____ 1. ~..__,__(_, _ ‘shall pay to 
Claimant, the total sum of NINE HUNDRED and FIFM 
DOLLARS ($950.00). 

Pursuant to the request of the Respondent for a REASONED AWARD, I find the following: 

a) I find the pmfessional opinions of the patient’s dentist, t as set forth in his July 7. 
1999 written statement, to be mote persuasive than those of the Respondents expert - 
by reason of, i in-person physical examination of the patient’s teeth (including 
the determinahon as to whether the lines on the patients tooth are craze lines or fracture 
lines; 

b) It was reasonable for ,to conclude that the tooth’s integrity should not be 
jeopardized by the placement of too large a filling into insuffiient tooth structure since to 
do so would create a risk of damage that might not later be readily curable by use of a 
crown: 

c) There was no evidence pmvided as to what dentist did the fillings on adjacent tooth #30 
or opposing tooth #2. how long those fittings have been ‘in place’, how ‘successful’ those 
fillings have been, etc. Therefore, the Respondent’s citatton to them as possible 
analogues for a simitar use of a filling for tootk #31 is not persuasive. 

This Award is in full settlement of all claims and counterclaims submitted to this arbitration. 

DATE: qv;( lo : ti0 WE &k- c_ 
Alan temm, sq., Arbitrator 
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